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1) Petitioners would like to address this comment by AT&T. The nature of
our comment will not be on the merits of the case but on AT&T’s request to

supplement the record. AT&T wrote:

Petitioners failed to file comments on December 20,
2006, the date the Commission set for opening
comments, thereby depriving AT&T of the
opportunity to address by way of reply comments
any new or additional arguments petitioners might
advance in support of their “interpretation” of the
tariff. Should petitioners file reply comments on the
current due date or at some later date, AT&T
reserves the right to respond to any new arguments
petitioners seek to assert.

2) AT&T claims petitioners failed to file comments as if petitioners were
obligated to do so; there is no such requirement. The comments petitioners
provided dealt with the same issues that its September 27th 2006 filing
included and petitioners Jan 31st 2007 comments simply responded to all
issues raised by AT&T’s Dec. 20th 2006 comments.

By AT&T arguing to the District Court that there are no disputed facts and
all issues are interpretative AT&T got what it wanted. Petitioners were

required to file first at the FCC.



3) Petitioners asked to go back to the District Court and settle any alleged
disputed facts that AT&T came up with after it left the District Court; AT&T
didn’t like that either. AT&T’s threatening petitioners that AT&T would ask

the District Court for sanctions was not a deterrent.

4) Petitioners simply decided to put faith in its argument as to why the other
open issues should be heard. AT&T states “should petitioners file reply
comments AT&T reserves the right to respond”. I think when petitioners
asked for additional time to respond that should have given AT&T a little
hint that petitioners were going to respond. AT&T has already filed over 200
pages. Enough is enough! Now that the writing is on the wall, AT&T wants
another bite at the apple. No way! Petitioners strongly oppose AT&T’s

request.

5) Just As AT&T opposed petitioners request to go back to the District Court
to settle AT&T’s “newly discovered” post District Court disputes, petitioners
oppose AT&T’s request to waste more time throwing more of “it” up against

the wall to see if it sticks.

The FCC asked petitioners not to raise the tax investigations issue and just
stick to the traffic transfer issue and the shortfall issues that Judge Politan

referred, and petitioners adhered to the FCC’s wish.



AT&T got what it wanted from Judge Bassler now AT&T should have to deal

with it.
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